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The Vening of New York City's
sohdols in Septernber carne amid
widespread talk of crisis and doom for
the city's public educati on system.
There can be no doubt t hat the sallere
cutbaCks mandated by t he ongoin g
fiscal stringency are having a noti ce-
able irnpact on the publ ic schools- It
is also indisputable that, in the short
run at least, the impact is almost en,
ti rely negatNe. However, beyond the
immediate situation, it is con ceimble
that the current acute austerity could
lead to soma quit e salutary changes,

This viewpoint is ernbraeed in the
accernPanying analysis by p avid
Seeley, Director of the Public Ethica_
tion ASsociation, and Acdele Spier,
Lecturer in Qcvernment at John J ay
Cul lege and ph.D. cand idate lii POli,
tics and Education at Teachers Col-
lege. Mr. Seeley and Mrs, spier rnairi_
tain that the focu5 of pu bli c education
policY in New York City should be less
on wr ging hands over money that

will nOt come in and more on wringing
long-needed c barges from the ed Lica-
tional systernohianges that can irn,
proVe its quality even within the re-
sources currently available. 'The au-
trio is Point out that the im plernenta,
tion of policies to improve productivity
need not constitute a threat 10 teach..
ers ; rather the realization of such Peti-
oles should bring thern greater profes-

sionalsatisfection.
Acderding to the authors, if the vari-

ous proposals set forth in their analy-

sis are acted upon, Nevv York City's
schools would not merely survive but
could even point the way toward a na-
tional renaissance in public education.

Henry Cohen, Dean
center for New York
Jac Friedgut, Editor
city Almanac

ity Aff airs

Productivity in
New York City's Schools

Fiscal Reality avid Educational Quality

In the next two decades urban edu.?,a-
t ion in the United States will change

ubsten tialiyfor the better. News
yo rk City could be in the vanguard of
those initiating these changes.

nossible? No, quite possible.
Change is no longer merely desir-
able: it is essential and inevitable.
Leng dad iei rig toward educational
bankruptcy, public education in the
cities is new at the edge of financial
bankruptcy as vvell. Up to now, the
solution ter old problems was to add
money to y for the ever-accelerating
costs of increa5inglf underachieving
systems, New t here is no extra money.
The only alternative is change.

At the moment, the New York City
Schott system idoeS not appear likely
to lead the necessary reform. The
1976-77 school year in New York City
opened with wriat a. New York T irnes
headline described as a "Tense Mood
of Austere ,Crials; -The chancellor
talked of problems "potentially de-
structive et education in the city." He
vvarnect the stall: "Last year our p rob-
erns were stag gering. This year, t

seem almost insurmountable.- Next
yea,. he p redic-Aed, would be worse.

T
eachers union talked of "two and

ahne talf decades of educational prog-
ress wiped out by the cutback."
The Oa fly Wew cal led the situation
-grim.- The past said that the "woes
ate lust beginning.'

Many people are giving up hope f or
the future. But that is because they

are living in the past. Only the most
unrealistic can imagine that funds vvill
be found to feed the money-eating
machine the school system has be-
come, and, even more pertinent, the
educational results were inadequate
even when the money was there. But,
New York City can lead the necessary
change if it begins to act on realistic
appraisals of both fiscal realities and
the considerable resources the city
has to off er in finding solutions to the
present predicament.

Productivity in Education

Much of the solution lies in "pro-
ductivity--a concept wrongly feared
by educators. It need not mean More
work for less pay or mechanization of
what must remain a humanistic enter-
prise. it should mean getting more
results for the money we spend, and
there are practical, feasible means of
effecting educational productivity in
New York City without having to rein-
vent the wheel.

Much of what needs to be done has
been pointed out before. One of the
most useful analyses is The Flaisch-
rnann Report on the Quality, Cost, Bad
Financing of Elementary and Secon4-
aiy Education in New York State,
which, like so me ly other reports
calling for educational reform has
been largely ignored., The Fleisch-
mann Commission was set up in 1969
by Governor Pockefeller because,
even then, public education in the



Summary and Recommendations
The urban fiscal crisis will vit.tually ensure major
chang es in public education in the nation's cities
dyer the next two decades. While the initial changes
may consist mainly of 'austerity" measures, more
f undamental al terat ions could give g reater long-
term value to the student and the community.

The key to this transformation lies in the.concept
of productivity. Productivity means better results
per dollar spent, an operational guideline that
vvould be an improvement over the recent past
ohen New York City produced the same, if not
worse, results wh ile spending more money.

A point el departure for exploring the past record
and future directions for improving productivity in
the city's public s chools is the work of the Pleisch-
mann Commission, established by Governor Rocke-
feller in 1969 to investigate and recommend changes
in the slale's education system. The commission
found that, while educational quality was going
down, costs were rising astronomicallya relation-
ship that would spell disaster ior public education
unless major changes were undertaken.

While the need for reform of the state's financing
of education is as strong, if not stranger, today than
it was in 1972, when the commission issued Its re-
port, the chances of finding large sums of new
money to close the gap between costs and reve-
nues are dimmer now. The conclusion is that, un-
less we fi nd ways to get better educational results
for the money we spend, the quality of public edu-
cation will continue to decline.

The best hope f or productive public education in
New York City is f or the public to press for changes
along the following lines:

Stall Quality: Have in each school a principal
committed to high standards of staff performance
and able to produce educational results. Establish
procedures for selection, performance review, and
retraining of staff, and, if necessary, dismissal of
those who are ineffective.

Negotiate changes in salary schedules so that
differentials are paid only for graduate study or
inservice training that is likely to increase per-
formance.

Make sure that new licensing systems currently
being deveioped put primary emphasis on ability to
perform. Abolish the Board of Examiners.

Management and AccountaOility: Give principals
more authority to run their schools but only Within
required procedures for participation by students.
staff, and parents.

Monitor implementation of policy establishing
"Gonsul alive councils" of stall. students, and teach-
ers at eac h high school. Hold principals account-
able for the effectiveness of the councils with
regard to irnportan t school issues.
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Give community districts more fiscal and mana-
gerial autonomy while monitoring their adherence
to responsible decisJon-making Procedures. Require
them and the central board to report prb Hely to
facilitate holding them accountable for educational
performance and fiscal management.

A New Delivery System: Provide nip re educa-
tional options and alternatives to meet !he varied
needs and learning styles of children, making
greater use of out-of-school resources. E stablish
machinery te increase the use of 'volunteers, busi-
ness f irms, cultural institutions, and the Ii ke.

Establish procedures for providing reliable cost-
ctiveness data oh alternative programs and for

itionitori rig their performance arid management,
Increase interagency collaboration for youth

services at the local level to be tacit itated by the
establishment of a citywide interagency committee.

Priotity Budgeting: Through open hearings pro-
vide opportunities for the public to corrirn ent on
budget priorities and options. Hole hearings at the
district level on budget choices that must be made
after district allocations have been fixed.

Give districts full allocations an d..responsibility
for such services as lunch prog rants, repairs, trans-
Portation, and curriculum development, with the
option of "contracting back" fOr them f rorn the
central board, Decentralize sone budget decisions
to the school and even the teacher levels, with the
same "contracting back" optien.

Fix budgets, including those involving slate and
federal funds, enough in advance _so that officials
at all levels must establish realistic priorities within
the amounts available.

Collective Bargaining: Prepare for collective bar-
gaining through local discussiOns with principals.
teachers, and parents to obtain their views about
existing contracts and new demands. Provide ma-
chinery lc bring the results of these discussions to
the bargaining table.

Base salary and benefit settlements on me
Politan area norms.

insist Mat so-oalled productivity gains offered as
iustifications for salary and benefit increases do not
result in reduced education for children,

Conclude bargaining before a new budget is
adopted, as required by the Taylor Law, 50 that the
budget consequences of settlernents are more vis-
ible. Require full disclosure of all cost5 of proposed
set tleinents before t hey are agreed to.

Back to Basics: InSi st On achievement in reading,
Wri ting mathematics and academic subjects by all
students. Accept other important educatio nal goals.
such as creativity and social development, only as
complements to, not as substitutes for, positive re-
stilts in the basic subject areas.



state was seen to be facing a -crisis"
stemming from some of the same fac-
tors that have now hit New York City
with auth B vengeance--a "relentless
rise in Schoel costs," taxes "driving
industry from the state," and questions
as t° Whether the state's system of
education was 'meeting the objectives
expected of it."

The main message of the report was
that Public education in New York
State, great as its accomplishments
had been in the Past, was failing to
meet the needs of today's youth.
Furthermore, the public school sys-
tern could not Meet these needs with-
out significant changes. More money
would be needed, and it would have
to be more equitably distributed
throughout the state. But More than
money would be needed. Costs were
fast Outstripping projected increases
in revenues, and educational results
were showing little, if any, improve-
ment from the vastly increased ex-
penditures, The commission con-
cluded, therefore, that we must get
better educational results for the
money we spend.

Experience in the four short years
since the report was issued bears Out
the commission's analysis. over $1
billion has been added to New York
Cit'Y's annual appropriation for edu-
cation since 1970, with virtually no
sign that it has improved educational

Its. And now with the financial
crisis, continuing to add vast sumS of
money, even if it were effective, is no
longer feasible. The gap between the
funds the city sChools are likely to

get and the funds needed to cover the
increased costs projected frOrti past
policies and pract ices has now grown
to hati a billion do llOrs a year and is
still g rowing. -The gaP cannot possibly
be filled. Past pOlicies and preCtices
will have to be changed.

Declining Quality

Quah ty in education is hard to de-
fine. "et for practical purposes there
is more agreentent on what constitute%
quality education than at first might
appear. Virtually everyone wants chil-
dren to learn to read, write, end cal-
culate, think clearly, and behaVe re-
sponsib ly so that as adults they will
be sell-sufficient citizen. Some peo-
ple ernPhasize acadernic achievement,
others vocational preparation; some
cognitive learning, others affective
learning; sonic independent thinking,
otherS learning of traditional knowl.
edge; some creativity and still others
authority But rnost want a balancing
among all of these alms. They ore
aware that schools cannot do the job
alone, but they do expect them to do
thei part.

Educational quality is also difficult
to measure. Achievement scores end
dropout rates only indirectly measure
the success of the educational pro-
gram, si nce one cannot be certain
hOw rfluCh of a student's achievement,
or leek 01 it, is due to schooling. lf,
on the other hand, we decide to
measure the level of educational facili-
ties nod services instead of the re-
sultS, we are also misled, since newer
buildings, smaller classes, extra coun-

Table 1

PUPIL EVALUATION PROGRAMPERCENTAGE OF PUPILS TESTED SCORING BELOW
STATEWIDE REFERENCE MINT'

New York State New yarn

1970-71 1975-76 1970-71 1976.76

3rd grade_math 21 18 39 32

Reading 27 46 38

6th grademath 32 54 53

Reading 30 50 49

Source: New York State Education Department.

'Based on statewide iorms, 23% or th0Se tested are exp cted to tall below a standard
er9noe point for "minimum competency- in each grads and are regarded as in need of

lel attention

se.lor, core training, or more super-
visor% rnay or may not contribute to
more learning.

AcknovvIedging that traditional and
available data, such as reading scores
and dropout rates, are inadequate
ineesurs of educational quality, the
Fleisehrnann Commission, neverthe-
less, concluded that the quality of
education in New York State and New
York City is inadequate for today's
needs.,

reporting on the Pupil Evaluation
program, (FEP), the commission noted,
"One of the most striking phenomena
in the pEp score data is that over
tirlie, !more and more child ren through-
out the slate are falling below the
minimum competence level in both
reading and mathematics.'' As Table 1
indicates, this was true for both New
YOrk State and New York City,

Also worrisome is the fact that New
YOrk ity,s power to retain students
in school has declined since 1969
'Alen the Pleischmann Commission
foirrld that only 55 percent of the New
York City students enrolled in the
ninth grade in 1965-66 actually gra du-
ated in 1969 as compared with 74 per-
cent for the total state. By 1974-75
the state education department re-
ports that New York City's holding
power had declined to 49 percent
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while the total for the state d topped
to 71 percent.

These figures show siyth-graders
in the public schools of the city un-
able to read competently and more
than half the city's hig h school stu-
dents dropping out Info re graduation.
The conclusion is inescapable; a bout
half of the city's c hildren are on a
conveyor belt to serious trouble, with
high risk of later unernploymeet,
crime, drug addiction, and aliena-
tion. Tens of thousands of additional
students, although not in as serious
trouble, are afflicted with varying de-
grees of educational deficiency.

The picture projected by the tradi-
tional achievement scores is clouded
further by the social chaos ie many of
the city's public schools. Results of a
recent Gallup Poll indicate that par-
ents are most concerned with de-
teriorat ing discipline, 'whic h makes
academic learning virtually impossible
and social learning often destructive.
The blame for this atmosphere is usu-
ally placed on students and their fami-
lies, with suspensions used as a tool
to get the "troublemakers" out of the
system. What is needed is not a sys-
tem that pushes out students but one
that is both committed and flexible
enough to meet the needs of a diverse
enrollment. The recent indiscriminate
shifts in personnel executed by the
Board of Education in response to t he
fiscal crisis have further eroded the
stability so necessary to learning. T.hey
bespeak a production-line mentality
that ignores the impact of administra-
tive policy on students and reduces the
likelihood of achieving quality
education.

The data reported in the Fleisc h-
mann Report and those available
since 1972 show a situation of extreme
social defaultperhaps even more
serious to the city in the long run than
its current financial default. These
data show that, even with the servi ces
available before the -fiscal crisis the
quality of education in New York
Cityas in most citieswas danger-.
ottsly inadequate, Now these serv ices
themselves have been drastically
cut back.

4

Rising COst

While the quality cf education is
going down, the cOst is going uo.2
The FleiSchrnann Commission det iled
the spiraling costs of education in
both New York State and NeW York
City. and more recent figures show
that the trend haS continued, if not
accelerated, since 1972.

New York State: In the 1960s, total
spending for elenlentary and second-
ary education in New York State
rose from $1,6 billion in 1960-61 to $4.5
billion in 1969-70, an increase of 150
percent. The latest estimate from the
New York State Department of Edu-
cation is that, since the Fleischrnann
Report, expenditures have risen to
$7.7 billion for 1975-76 a total in-
crease of over 300 percent in the
15-year peuod since 1960-61. The
major increases have come from more
staff and higher costs per staff
member.

The fastest growing sector of the.
profesSional staff was nonclassroorn
personnel, The Fleischmann Commis-
sion noted: "Front 1965-66 to 1970-71
leaehers again grew in numbers more

rapidly than Students, but the really
phenomenal i ricrease was in the cate-
gory of 'other professional person-
nel,' By 1911, nonclassroorn posk
tions represented 15 percent of the
total professional staff in New York
compared to 10 percent in the nation,
Adm Mealy, it is difficult to evaluate
the cost effectiveness of nonelass-
room personnel, whether librarians,
guict2nce counselors, or supervisor&
Nevertheless, the commission singled
out supervisors and questioned why
it vva5 necessary for New York State,
with its srnall pupil-teacher ratio, to
have 10 %opervisors for every 100
teache rs while 5 to 100 was the ratio
for the country as a whole. In re-
sponse to shrinking revenues, the
latest astir-late far 1975-76 reflects
a drop in the total number of pro-
f ftsfenal staff.. However, this drop
reoresents a decrease of 4.4 percent
in classroom teachers and only a 1.7
Percent reduction in other profes-
sional staff from the previOus year.

salaries represent the biggest item
of rhatruetional costs In 1970-71 the
average -0 ary for classroom teachers
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Table 2

NEW YORK CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION BUDGET-SELECTED ITEMS

(millions of dol faro

Item 1971-72 1975.76
Increase

1971-72 to 197E-70

Amount Percent

Debt service 5167.1 $285.5 $ 91.4 54.7

Pensions 40.3' 359.3 319.0 791.6

Fringe benefits 71.7 144.1 72.4 101.0

Pupil transportation 55.6 10 4.3 48.7 87.6

Schoel lunches 44.9 113.3 68.4 152.3

Source: Deputy Chancellor Bernard Gifford's Report, February 4, 1978. Exhibit

Reflects $56 million decrease from 1970-71 to 1971-72.

P- 3.

in New York State was $11,100,
about $2,000 more .than the national
average. Between 1965-66 and 1975-
76, when the New York State average
is supposed to reach $15,950, average
Salaries will have increased 81,5 per-
cent. The average salary in New York
State for nonclassroom, professional
positions in 1970-71 was $17,264, an
impressive 30 percent above the na-
tional average.

New York City: The Fleischmann
Commission documented even more
serious cost increases in New York
City. From 1960-61 to 1970-71 school
expenditures rose over 200 percent
while pupil enrollments increased only
16 percent (see Figure). A study of the
city's expenditures during the 1960S
states that much of the increases for
health, welfare, and family services, as
well as education, went to pay salaries
that were higher than those for com-
parable positions in private enter-
prise.'l Only one-third of the Board of
Education's increased expenditures
for elementary and Secondary educa-
tion from 1960 to 1970 could be at-
tributed to increased enrollments and
inflation.

What did the Board of Education
spend its money on? From 1960-61 to
1970-71 mean salaries for elementary
and junior high school teachers in-
creased by 73 percent. As a result of
growth in the number el staff, the
student-teacher ratio declined from
25.3:1 to 19.3:1, and the student-total
professional staff ratio went down
from 22.4:1 to 17.1:1. New York City's

ratios dropped even lower than the
state's in 1974, to 17.7:1 for student-
teacher and 15.1:1 for students-total
professional staff. In addition, there
was a net gain of 9,185 -backup per-
sonnel," which accounted for 19 per-
cent of the total increase in instruc-
tional salaries.

The author of the study concludes:

In sunl, we have examined the larg-
est component of education ex-
penditures-instructional salaries-
and found that only about 8 percent
of the increase is attributable to
higher enrollment. About 45 percent
of the additional expenditures were
devoted exclusively to higher sal.
aries, of which about 15 percent
represents salary gains beyond
those achieved in the private sector.
New programs including reduced
class size, additional specialized
personnel, and new paraprofession-
als claimed about 35 percent of the
additional expenditures. About 12
percent of the rise was unallocat.
able to any of the specific changes
on the basis of our estimates)

New York City's Education Budget
Sirice 1972

The overall New York City educa-
tion budget has increased $785 mil-
lion Or 40 percent from 1971-72 to
1975-76. Inflation was partially re-
sponsible for the increase, but other
factors contributed even more. Five
items in the education budget in-
creased more than 50 percent
(Table 2).

-rwo items that were relatively small
in the 1971-72 budget-debt service
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and pensions-had a combined in-
crease of more than $400 million or
198 percent. In contrast, the insiruc-
Hone! budget, apart from pensions,
increased only $76 million--or 7 per-
cent from the 1971-72 allocation of
$1,109 million to $1,185 million in
1975-76,

In comparing New York City with
the four other largest cities in New
York State, the Education Study Unit
of the Consultants Advisory Panel to
Governor Carey found that New York
City's higher expenditures appeared
to stem from higher per pupil ex-
penditures in three areas-central ad-
ministration, transpoirlation, and pen-
sions. For example, in 1970-71 New
York City was spending only about
$15 more annually per pupil for cen-
tral administration than the next high-
est-spending city of Rochester, but in
1973-74 it was "spending approxi-
mately $61 per pupil more for central
administration than any of the other
big four cities." The Education Study
Unit also found that the proportion
spent for instructional services had
declined from 50.3 percent in 1970-71
to 43.0 percent in 1973-74, While the
total budget increased by 43.6 per-
cent, the increase for instructional
services was only 22.5 percent.

In summary, expenditures in New
York City have been rapidly rising for
items of questionable educational
value to children. In the early 1950s,
tne entire school system was run on
an average of $250 million a year. By
1973, annual increases of $200-$300
million were settling in as "normal."
Yet even these amounts were re-
garded by the school administration as
insufficient. The gap between budget
requests and actual increases granted
rose from $389 million in 1971 to $530
million in 1976. The,contrast with gaps
of less than $50 million in the 1950s
and 1960s is striking (Table 3). The
policies of the past two decades have
carried us to a point where not only
does each year's budget increase,
bul the gaps in the past five years
between these budgets and the
amounts the system has said it needs
are larger than the entire school
budget 20 years ago.

5



Table 3

NEW YOflK CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION BUDGET

(in millions)

Year

For 0i reel
Educatiora al
Progra nt&'

Requested
Increase tor

Following Year

Actual
Increase for

Following Year

Gap Between
Request and

Actual Increase

1950 $ 205 S 10 5 1 S 9
1951 21e 20 26 (8)
1952 235 36 14 22
1953 250 29 12 17
1954 262 62 27 35

1955 285 22 22 0
1956 31 39 44 (5)
1957 355 68 7 61
1998 362 33 23 10
1959 385 37 21 16

1960 Aoe 41 47 (6)
1961 .453 60 29 31
1962 482 86 83 3
1963 565 81 163 (82)
1964 728 109 67 42

-1965 7v5 120 89 31
1965 876 161 72 89
1967 946 151 82 69
1960 1,030 278 156 122
1969 1.186 154 70 84

1970 1,256 380 231 149
19 71 1,467 432 43 389
1972 1,530 502 134 368
1973 1,664 823 364 459
1974 2,028 614 236 378

1975 2,265 519 (12) 531
1976 2,253 435 (75) 510
1977 2,178

Source: New York City Boa rd of Education, Annual Budget Requests.

'Excludes reimbursable state and f ederal programs. services for nonpublic schools. debt
service, and services, s ucti as heal and power, managed by other agencies,

Uncertain Financing

When the Fleischrriann Report was
released, many people fel t t hat t he
city's difficulties in financing educa-
tion could be solved by reform of the
state system of financing. Some hoped
that the state would assume full finan-
cial responsibility for the New York
Ci ty school system, as t he commis-
sion recommended. Today nei ther
major financial reform nor a la rge n-
fusion of state funds appears immi-
nent, though the prob terns that mo-
tivated the creation Of the Fl eisch-
mann Commission rernain.

The Fleischrnann Report was writ-
ten during an era in which very large
increases in annual funding had al-
ready been achieved and rare

_seemed possible. We are now in a
different era. One can point lo the
state's share in previous years to
argue why funding shou Id be in-

creased, but such arg uments do not
produce the large increases in fund-
ing needed. New York State's share
of funding its public schools had
dropped from the all-time high of
48 percent in 1968.69 to 39 percent
in 1975-76. But the funds needed to
make up this reduced share increased
from £2 billion to $3 billion. The rea-
son, of course, is that total state and
local spending for public schools in-
creased during this same period by
83 percent7from $4.2 billion to $7.7
billionmore than offsetting the $1
billion increase in state aid.

How realistic is it to expect that
revenues can keep up with cost in-
creases of the magnitude experienced
in recent years? When the Fleisch-
mann Commission in 1972 recom-
mended a $1 billion increase just to
equalize the state financing system
and pay for various improvements the

commission deemed necessary, it
estimated that increased state rev-
enues would be sufficient to cover
these increases, if not in the first
year. then at least in a year or twt1
H owever, a comparison of the state
budget projections made in 1972 With
the actual situation that developed in
the years fol lowing publication of the
report shows that by 1976-77 instead
of the anti cipated $400 million surplus
there was a S400 million deficit.
Furthermore, state aid actually in-
creased about $591 rAillion between
1972-73 and 1975-76 without achiev-
ing any meaningful reform in either
educational practices or their
financing.

Despite many years of "equaliza-
lion' formulas, wide variations con-
tinue to exist among school systems
across the state in the resources
avai !able f or each child. ReliapOe on
the local property tax has made edu-
cation resources a function of place
of residence. State courts elsewhere
are beginning to see the long unre-
solved problem of inequitable dis-
tri button of educational resources
not only as undesirable but also as
unconstitu tional.

In New York State, Levittown has
undertaken a lawsuit in the hope that
a court decision will force the state
to equalize educational resources.5
New Yor k and several other of the
state's largest cities have entered the
su it es "intervenors." Their complaint is
not that they are property-poor but
that they h ave greater needs, higher
costs, and more demands on school
dollars f rorn noneducational types of
services. For example, New York City,
wi th 32 percent of the state's public
sc hool pupils, has 75 percent of the
stale's pupils from welfare families,
38 percent of the state's handicapped
pupils, 49 percent of the state's voca-
tional pupi Is, and 91 percent of the
state's non-English-speaking pupils.
The city does not get what it needs
from the state to educate these
pu pi Is."

In addition to meeting the special
needs of city children, it costs more in
New York City than it does upstate to



provide equivalent education. The
cost of land for school buildings in
New York City over the past seven
years has averaged $217,900 per acre,
compared with $6,000 per acre in the
downstate suburbs and as low as
$974 per acre in some upstate coun-
ties. New York City also pays rela-
tively higher teacher salaries, and
currently ,more than one-half of its
teaching staff is at the top level of the
salary scale These higher costs are
also not reflected in the hasie state
aid formula.

Important as these issues are, how-
ever, it is unrealistic to assume that
they will necessarily be resolved in
the city's favor either in the court or
in the legislature. Courts elsewhere
by and large have neglected the spe-
cial urban factors in their "equaliz-
ing- decisions. Even when a court
dOes rule out an existing formula, as
in New Jersey, the legislature still
has to adopt a new formula and ap-
propriate the needed funds.

The city will have a hard time per-
suading a court or the legislature to
adopt a formula that will pay for sal-
aries and benefits in the city that are
higher even then those in weafthy
suburbs. It will have a hard enough
time persuading it to meet the special
needs and unavoidable extra easts of
urban education, or even to eliminate
some of the more glaring inequities
that have persisted for many years.

A further problem is that the city is
still a major source of whatever taxes
the state can levy to increase funding.
When the Fleischmann Report was is-
sued Board of Education officials cal-
culated that the proposal for full state
funding and equalization, far more
radical than the legislature has shown
any inclinatiop of passing, weuld ac-
tually result in a nth loss for the city
through increased taxes collected in re-
turn for added state support Cif the
school system.

Whichever way one turns, one is
met with the harsh reality that large
sums of money must come from
somewherebut the wells have run
dry. Many school officials still hope
that federal aid might come to the
rescue. Some increases might be

forthcoming, but reality dictates that
City educational policy sheuld not be
based on exaggerated exeectations.
In recent years, New York City has
been receiving lesser shares of fed-
eral funds. and, with pressures et the
national and local levels for govern-
ment economy and lower taxes, it will
be hard to increase the total pie
enough to produce increases suffi-
cient to cover the growing local
deficit. Even at its height, federal
funding for the city rarely exceeded
$300 million annually, and this year
it is loss than $200 rnilion.

In the past, when hopes for state or
federal financing were unrealized,
city and school officials turned to
budget gimmicks, rollovers, and reck-
less borrowing to cover deficits. For
a few years these schemes permitted
officials and the public to avoid real-
ity. But now WP know that these prac-
tices helped lead the city to the edge
of bankruptcy, with the Board of Edu-
cation's deficits perhaps contributing
more to the fiscal crisis than those of
any other municipal agency. When
the bubble burst, the board was un-
prepared, With no own for reducing
costs or resetting priorities, it cut
essential educational services.

Now with the use of fiscal girri
micks cut off, reality must be faced.
While continuing to press for fairer
aid formulas, we cannot expect in-
creases oi the magnitude needed to
cover the gaps being generated by
present policies. Taxes have reached
real economic limits where further
increases only erode the tax base and
produce less revenue. The only real-
istic avenue open is to learn how to
provide the highest possible quality
education within the bounds of the
resources available.

ProductivityResults per Dollar

The facts confront us with hard
choices_ The Committee for Economic
Development (CED) points out that
elected officials across the nation
"are telling their,conetifuents that
soaring costs confront government
with two alternatives: either increase
taxes or cut back services.- The
CED's answer to the dilemma is "a

third option increase govern nt

productivity.-7
Education faces an additional prob-

lem: its services were nol producing
adequate educational results even be-
fore the financial crisis. Cutting serv-
ices is clearly not an acceptable
answer. Even preserving past levels
ot service is not enough. We have to
find ways to increase quality in the
face of rising costs and declining
revenues. In education, therefore,
even more than in other areas of gov-
ernment, the answer must be found in
increased productivity.

In education it is especially impor-
tant to think of productivity in terms
of getting more results, and not just
more services, for the MOney we
spend. For a government service, like
sanitation or transportation, getting
more services may suffice, since the
servicee.g., trash collections per
week or the amount of bus service--
largely defines what we want from the
government agency. But in education
services are merely a means to pro-
duce education results. It has yet to
be demonstrated what the relation-
ships are between more supervisors
or counselors, newer buildinos, in-
creased salaries, more equipment, or
even new programs, and increased
educational results.

Another important reason that re-
sults, rather than services, should be
the focus of productivity is that little
can be done to increase the services
per dollar. Education is labor-inten-
sive, and additional services mean
mostly increased staff, which in turn
Means increased costs, resulting in
no gains in productivity. However,
results per dollar earl be increased.
Results per dollar give us a sound,
working definition of productivity.

How do we increase educational
results per dollar spent? Educational
research has, in recent years, put in-
creasing emphasis on "production
(unctions" and statistical analyses
relating "inputs" to "outputs." Some
of this research reinforces common-
sense perceptions of the importance
of the teacher and the principal in the
learning process, However, neither
research findings nor cOMmon sense
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have yet evidenced any powerful
effect n school practices. Possibly,
this' is because the research is still in
a relatively primitive stage, measur-
ing only the most easily measurable
variables, hut not necessarily the
most important. More probably, how-
ever, it is because schools and school
systems tend to decide policies and
breetices on the basis of role ex-
Dectations or power relationships
rather than rational determinations
about how to achieve maximum re-
sults for the dollars spent!'

if we want to get more results per
dollar, we have to focus on the de-
cision-making process and make sure
that when decisions are made, pro-
ductivity is taken into account. There
are two main types of decisions so
far as productivity is concerned: (1)
dCcisions about adding dollars to, Or
subtracting dollars from, the budget,
arid (2) decisions about the regular
operation of the school system within
an approved budget. Productivity has
a somewhat different dynamic in each
of these areas of decision-making. As
short-hand formulas: (1) when add-
ing or subtracting money, spend del,
tars to get results: (2) when operating
within a budget, get results for the
dollars spent.

Spending Dollars to Get Results

AS we have seen from the data, no
necessary relationship exists between
spending more money and getting
More results. New York City doubled

e expenditure between 1950 and
1960, doubled it again by 1967, and
then doubled it again by 1973. Since
1970 we have increased the expencit-
ture for the public schools by $1
billion. But there has been little evi-
dence of improved pupil performance.

Most of the increases in New York
City and New York State have not
been applied to factors that produce
educational results, but rather to
cover the costs of inflation, increased
staff costs, increased "support" serv-
ices, and often ill-planned and ill-
managed "innovations." Of course,
added costs due to inflation obviously
cannot be expected to produce added
esults. Nevertheless, even taking into

account justifiable increases in costs,
there have been hundreds of millions
of dollars added to the New York City
educational budget without such
juStifications and with little thought

whether the money spent would
get more results. The Fleischmann
Commission pointed out, for instance,
that the money spent to paY salary
"differentials" to teachers for their
added course credits was almost to-
tally wasted so far as increased edu-
cational results were concerned. Like-
wise, no serious analysis of produc-
tivity has been undertaken to justify
increasing the proportions of ad-
ministrators and other nonteaching
staff so much more than those in
other states.

The lack of attention results is
evidenced by the way 'Lee Board of
Education allocates resources to meet
the critical needs of poor and minor-
ity children. As the Fleischmann Com-
mission edit-Red out, resources that
might increase educational results
experienced teachersare allocated
to white, middle-class areas, along
with extra salary funds to Pay for
them, leaving schools in eOverty areas
with a disproportionate share of Inex-
perienced teachers and no extra dol-
lars to compensate for their inexperi-
ence. Meanwhile, the head of the
leachers union justifies large in-
creases in teaching staffs in recent
years on grounds that in the early
1960s the "student population de-
manded far fewer services than those
sorely needed by . the large num-
ber of disadvantaged youngsters in
the city schools today." A good
many of those extra teachers are used
to cover additional teacher prepara-
tion periods in Title I schools, ac-
counting thr one of the largest ex-
Peneitures of extra funds in needy
areassee million. (A total of e120
million per year is spent on prepara-
tion periods.) It is reasonable to ask
how much effort was made to con-
sider whether this expenditure of $50
million for additional teachers would
actually benefit needy students.

There is a corollary to the rule 0f
spending money where it will get
more results: when you have to cut
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expenditures, cut those that will
diminish results the least. However,

there Is no evidence that the board,
confronted by the crisis budget of
1975-76, considered the impact on the
education of children of cutting rela-
tively nOre teachers than administra-
tors or Of reducing the length of the
school day.

Getting Results for Dollars Spent

Increesed educational productivity
is linked to the day-to-day administra-
tion ot schools as well as to the

cbauudageedt This fact has wrongly
that efforts to increase

prodUctivity would return schools to the
"sweatshop- atrnosPhere of the 1880s.

Those Who fear productivity mistak-
enly aPPly the indUstrial model to edu-

cation arid conclude that, because
educatiee is .1abor-intensive" and

not subject to increased productivity
through mechanization, the only way
to get More results Per dollar is to
make taachers work harder or to pay
them lees. The truth is otherwise.
Education provides wide opportuni-
ties for increasing productivity with-
out eXPloiting teachers. Indeed, in-
nrhaasnedd prod rcet ai vt le yr al do sgtoa ehtai d

with
prodOctivity variables in education

that have often been neglected in
New York City schools include: (1)
staff cornpetence, (2) staff motivation,
(3) olierit input, arid (4) out-of-school
resourceseA brief discussion of these
factors here will tieye trhiebsaoshrnais fonrnre-

viewing some of
CommiSsion's recommendations tha

productivity in New York

1. Stall competence: in few fields
besides education can results vary so
much depending on the competence
of staff. Tees is, in Part, because

vi t b

thetealcher is in the classroom the
results depend ahlmeorsktneonwtsirewlyhaotnshe

applies, to an even
greater degree, to school principals,
since an entire staff's productivity de-



ponds on a principal's ability to pro-
-note high teacher and student morale,
proper staffing and organization, and
3ood support from parents for their
children's learning. If every school
had en effective principal, this factor
alone vvould do more than any other
to increase the educational results
achieved by the school system.

2. Stall motivation: Productivity in
education is highly susceptible to vari-
ations in motivation. A teacher with a
given amount of skill and training
might be productive in one school and
nOt productive in another. Motivation,
in large part dependent on the skills
of the principal, can make the differ-
ence. A principal committed to in-
creasing children's learning will find
ways to stimulate maximum teacher
motivation.'"

3. Client input: Productivity in edu-
cation can also be strongly affected
by client inputmore so than in most
other fields. This is because in educa-
tion most of the actual work is done
by the client, i.e., the student. The
student's efforts produce the desired
learning; the teacher and the school
only facilitate student learning, But a
teacher's skill and efforts only carry
so far, If the student does not co-
operate, literally work with the
teacher and the school, the results
will be poor, regardless of the amount
of effort, skill, and money expended.

-Likewise, the support and encourage-
ment of parents and community, who

are also clients of the system, can
affect productivity.

Gaining the cooperation of students
and parents is, of course, a large part
of the responsibility of a good teacher
or principal, but this key factor also
depends on many conditions outside
the school's sole control, such as Par-
ent support, peer pressures, and
school/community relations. If these
conditions are favorable, much more
can be accomplished with no in-
creased effortindeed in some cases
with decreased efforton the part of

the teacher,
4. Out-of-school resources: Out-of-

school resources are an additional
avenue for increasing productivity. lf
all learning is facilitated Solely by

paid school personnel, then scarce
dollars will not go far. However,
school volunteers, student tutors,
other youth-serving agencies, local
apprenticeship and career opportuni-
ties, cultural institutions, and organi-
zations with community service oppor-
tunities can ail help to produce more
educational results with little increase
in school expenditure.

in sum, contrary to common belief,
education is capable of great in-
creases in results per dollar spent.
The question is how to achieve this
in New York City.

Achieving Productivity in
New York City Schools

There are specific areas where ac-
tion can be taken to increase produc-

tivity in New York City public schools.
Recommendations in the Fleischmann
Report can be acted upon immedi-
ately to make public education work

despite the fiscal crisis. The recom-
mendations are grouped as follows:

1. Staff Quality
2. Management and Accountability
3. A New Delivery System
4. Priority Budgeting
5. Collective Bargaining
6. Back to Basics

uality

ognizing that nothing is more
important to productivity or quality
education than an effective staff. the
Fleischmann Commission recom-
mended improvements in the selec-
tion, licensing, and training of staff

and emphasized performance as the

prime criterion, rather than course
credits or scores on teachers exami-
nations. The commission recom-
mended abolishing the New York City
Board of Examiners (which itself
costs $3 million a year) and revamp-
ing the state licensing system into a
system of teacher internships in which
licenses are awarded on the basis of
demonstrated performance on the job.
The commission also recommended
special "lighthouse schools" for in-
service training, a state teacher corps

low-income areas, and separate

1 1

and pay for a differentiated staff
of interns, classroom teachers, special

teachers, and master teachers.
Because of budget cuts, there is

little opportunity now for applying im-

proved teacher selection criteria or
instituting the long-needed internship
program and staff differentiation,
There are, however, opportunities
for better staff training. The commis-
sion recommended, for instance, that

we stop paying teachers extra for tak-

ing miscellaneous courses chosen by

them more often for their schedule
convenience than for their relation to
improved instruction of pupils. The
pay differential funds sl-ould be used
instead for inservice training that is
specifically designed to help teachers
improve their teachino performance.

There is a greater opportunity for
applying new criteria for the selection
of supervisors. Not only is a new
licensing system being developed be-

cause of the Chance-Mercado court
decision, which enjoined the old li-
censing examinations," but the con-
stant turnover in supervisors offers
important opportunities for selecting
principals, assistant principals, and
program directors who can perform

effectively.
One approach to staff quality, espe-

cially relevant now, is to remove
those who are not effective and can-

not be helped to improve through
training. This is an unpleasant sub-
ject, but little is more unproductive
than spending $26,000 a year for a
teacher (now the median cost in New

York City, counting salary and fringe
costs) who cannot or will not teach
effectively,

Even less productive is spending
$40,000 a year for a principal who
cannot run a school effectively. Even

if classes are small and the building
is tilled with expensive equipment
and supplies, quality education will
not result if leadership and school
management are ineffective.

The school system must be fair in
its evaluation and, if necessary, sepa-
ration of staff; otherwise staff morale
can be destroyed. But in the end, it

must be uncompromising in removing
ineffective staff. If this is done fairly,
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staff morale will be enhanced, not de-
stroyed; nothing is More discouraging
o conscientious teachers and super-
visors than incompoleal Or nonlunc-
fioning colleagues.

Management and acco abifify

In the foreword to the commission's
report, Chairman Manly Fleischrnann
noted that, in addiliiran to its mandate
to consider the quality, cost and
financing of the state's schools, the
commission had added two other sub-
jectsgovernance and organization
which must be conaidered 1 pro-
posals for substantive change are to
achieve their maximurn benefits.- As
the Committee for 6eonomic Develop-
ment has pointed out., the principles

getting results aire not mysterious;
athe missing ingredient ir many gov-
ernment agencies has been the will
and ability of managers to apply
them.", There must be better man-
agement and accouatability if we want
improved productivity,

School-level managennent: The
Fleischmann Commission emphasized
improved management arid account-
ability on the school level, Its con-
cepts are similar to the "school-site
management" moverrrent now gaining
attention across the eouctry. More
decisions should be made by the
school principal with the participation
fl alf, students, and parents. Prin-
cipals should be chosen by "parent
advisory councils" but, once chosen,
should have much more authority, in-
cluding more control Over the selec-
tion of teachers. There should be a
system of "school-by-schoOl account-
ability," with an annual pupil-perform-
ance report prepared by each school.
and the budget should be decentral-
ized so that "each individual school
would be treated as a sioale account-
ing unit." Large schoOls eould be
broken up into minischoOls,

It should be easy tO aee why in-
creased school-level Management
would increase prodeetivity in light of
the factors mentioned earlier. The
skill and knowledge exeralsed by
teachers and principals are exercised
al the school level; they work best
with minimum interference from cen-
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tral bureaucraey, Motivation cannot
be mandated 'from the top or created
by central directives, Client input is
also most productively mobilized at
the school level,

In New York (Thy some schools
have moved toward more school-level
management mostly by dint of the
forceful leadership of individual prin-
cipals, someames with the support of
parents, a community superintendent,
or a district school board, and often
despite hostility trom the central
bureaucracy. For example, at P.S. 84
on the upper teresf Side of Manhattan
strong teamwork among parents, staff,
and principal in 19,75-76 saved the
school's "open clasaroom- arrange-
ments from total disruption by
centrally-administered staff -excess-
ing" rules, which would have trans-
fered specially trained, open-class-
room teachers from P.S. 84 while
bringing in more senior teachers with-
out such training Or orientation. This
year, however, the excessing rules
have just about killed the school's in-
structional program,

The effects PI sehool-level manage-
ment on school achievement, staff
morale, and school-parent relations
are usually noticeable, A 1974 study
by the State Office of Education Per-
formance Review (Klepak Report)
compared two City elementary schools,
one high achieving atid one low
achieving but both with similar
student bodies fever half from fami-
lies receiving welfare) and similar ex-
penditures." The school with signifi-
cantly higher achievement scores,
better staff morale. and better com-
munity relatione was found to have an
"administrative team which provided
a good balance between both man-
agement and instructional skills. It
had developed a plan for dealing with
the reading problem and had imple-
mented the plan throughout the
school." The study concluded that the
"administrative behavior, policies and
practices in the SeheiOls appeared to
have a significant impact on school
effectiveness." The key point is that
both schools operated within the same
City system and under the same city-
wide policies and administration. The
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difference was what happened at the
school level.

In the case of the high schools in
New York City, which remain under
central board control, there has been
some shift toward school-level man-
agement through the introduction of a
"unit allocation" budget system,
which gives high school principals
somewhat greater flexibility in deter-
mining the number and assignment of
different kinds of staff. Although some
principals have resisted the increased
authority and others have welcomed
it, it is clear that the effectiveness of
the principal in a scaool will differ
depending on whether accountability
and authority are centered at the
school level or remain with a central
bureaucracy.

Another potentially important shift
toward school-level management in
the city's high schools is the require-
ment for a "consultative council" of
students, parents. staff, and admin-
istration at each high school. Al-
though this policy was adopted in
1969, its implementation and success
have depended almost entirely on the
leadership of individual principals.
Prineipals who feel that such councils
threaten their authority have found
ways to keep them ineffectual. Prin-
cipals who have welcomed the sup-
port and assistance of such collabora-
tive planning have more effective
schools.

Oistrict-level accountability: While
the Fleischmann Cornrnission's main
emphasis for organizational reform
was on school-level management, the
report also called for more clear-cut
accountability and authority at the
district level in New York City. There
is a mindless saying in New York
educational cirdles that "decentraliza-
tion has been tried, and it didn't
work." Those who know the system
know that decentralization has not yet
been tried. As the Fleischrnann Com-
mission found in 1972, the gover-
nance of the New York City schools
under the so-called decentralization
law of 1969 "remains an impenetrable
thicket." While there are district
boards that can do.much to improve
education if they are willing to fight



hard enough, the basic personnel and
budget system, which are at the neart
of administrative control;"Ternain
mostly centralized.

The continuation of the "impene-
trable thicket" of confused authority
between central and community
school boards greatly impairs the pr0
ductivity of the system. Considerable
resources are used up in decipherin9
and arguing about central directives,
bulletins, circulars, and mandatea that
flow from central headquarters. None
of this effort and expense improves
instruction for children. It is not cloi-
lars spent to get results.

More important, there is no incen-
tive for productivityno incentive for
getting mere results from the money
spent. When District 3, for instance,
tried to cut down on teacher absences
and use the money saved for more
productive purposes, the central
board went to court to uphold its dont
to control subs.titute teacher allooa-
tions. The central board won, thus
effectively killing the district's motiva-
tion to cut down on teacher absences.
(The policy has since been partially
changed.) Likewise, the school lunch
program, although supposedly tin& r
the jurisdiction of the community
boards, is still administered centrally.
Although several studies have shown
that a district might be able to serve
better and cheaper lunches through
its own operation, saving as much aa
$35 million citywide, there is no in-
centive to do so, since present budget
policies would not let the district keep
the savings it might gain.

We still have, in fact, a classic case
of a bureaucratic system in which no
one seems to be accountable for mil-
lions of dollars of visiblY Wasted,
unproductive expenditures. The
Fleischman', Commission recom-
mended strongly that this Couto be
cured, at least partially, by giving
more clear-cut authority to the com-
munity boards and then holding thern
accountable for using available funds
productively.

1 New Delivery System

cfforts to improve staff quality,
lagernent, and accountability

Important biut trey are nicit enough.
If our only problem mare to maintain
a level of services In the face of in-
creas ing costs and li rated clatters,
perhaps these efforts would suff i ce.
But, as we have noted, the re sults
were not sati sfaciory ever with exist-
in g services; more fundarnen lal ad-
j:istrnents wil I be needed in the educa-
tional system. In orderto got the
degree of Ind reased prod uctivity
need ed i n New York City we nee d,
effect, a neW kin d of educational de-
livery system

The FI eisc hmann Corn ralaSiOn , al-
though never clearly saying that we
need a new e &veto nal delivery sys-
tem, nevertheless made seve ral ec-

ornmend aliens that point to tte Key
elements of a. nem system". A recent
national repo rt characterized such a
new system as an "educational sys-
tem" rather t han a "school syste tn." '

Schools would still p lay a CertrJ rol e
bct with (1) more options and aft erea
tives for students, (2) better use se(
ott.01-schoo I resources, 10) rnore in to-
g r ati on with c the r yo uth serv ices, An
"educational system -of this kind is
q cite different frOrn t tie pffesent sys-
temdifferent in waNs fli 8t could
materially Increase prodt.Activity. And
yet it Is a system that car-A be devel-
oped. In fact its development is al-
ready urvder 'way.

Optionsar7d Alternatives: The rec-
o mmendations by th e Flelschmann
aomr-nission -for greater district-level

ecentra lization and greater school -
I evel management are irriportant be-
cause the stirnul cis for gpeater produc-
tivity conies frorn de ran ds for results,
a nd t hese de -mends are strongest at
the levels closest to ihosie who have
t he g reatest interest in results, n arnely,
p arents and students, Th-e Fl eisch-
man n Comma issi on, liowever_ also
recommended another w ay tv use tho
n atural i nterests of parer-Be and mtu-
d ents to increase produlivity: greater
student and parent ohei-e. The corn-
missi on notee th at d ifferent Mluclents
o flan need different kinds of pro-
g rarns and recommended a void er
range of opt i one I programs vvith dif-
ferent styles of learn Ing, suo h as

open" or "trad i lion al" irstr uct i on,
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a nd different orientations, such as
c erect, a rt. d raffia, or co nirn
s Qrvi

In addition to its inetru-ctio nal Merits,

a nevvsystern of OptiOns arid alterna-
tives cour.d Improve educational pro-
duct ivIty :through Its effect on staff
rnotivatio n, clientlflP et, and obit itY
use outsiele resourcee, A systerrr of
Cyptions +mould not dePen d on bureaLi-
orati CSUperv isle n to provide ext ern al
rnotivatio n 10 r thesc hoot stall to, per.
f arm wel I ; stall rnoth.ration vwcuicl be
provided by the corn peti tive situation
in which rprograrn surviv al deperds
on pupil !Jeri pro once

Greate r Stall rflOtiVat10-11 in Walla.
t Ve 5cileCds by lie rnearIS de penes only
on n eget ive pressures. val uations cif

staff has

t hese schools r&cord high staff Illorale

ecsncitohroClolhleciav.cenhdrat elhlfeetnelieri:e

and a streng sense eet rn i Woo, -rhe

.(3prorrin2Onsclo7osit ivel

They are pro ud of what t hey are do i ng
and %Rant lo do it berter.

Fo r so nlewhat the Male reasc,rls
the chan ons for Clierof input are in-
creased. If parerols nd stud ontO
choose & school.. the y have en jt1vesf .
meat in its success. -The son 001 IS

often more Dolled IteWard self-11011P,
sym VOliring to students ihat the
t eac hors are there to help thorn learn,
but f flat I earning has- to be done by
t he students.

Lastly, a sNston or options n

prove OrOduotivily thsrough ils g foater
ability to talky p rog rams to the noeds
of individual chi! (Ver. Staff conipe-

beent onc hem I isted as a k ey factor
i n or-du ctivi ty, Vat t eaChing the1 may

e

vvorI.c I fo r sonic child ren may nOt
Nrvorl< we I I for °triers. SchoolIev, el
nen agenrent and di Stric t accou * bit-

c4n improve the Chances for geri.
erallYbelter staff perfornien ce, but
t here will all II be- children who not
benefit f morn Kole c liassroorns
nialter h ew corn retent well-0101f

voted the teacher, If the money sPent
on a leache r res ults In h lgh eve.
rnent for twenty children , but poor
achieverrent for ano.ther three, pro-
duct ivity wit I be Increased If me three

can QO inlo edam or program that
vuorKs mdre productively for the111-

11
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this dire tion should be expanded,
suppertod, an d evaluated, on an in-
tens iVe basis.

Prio rity Budgeting

m vet, in the Fleischrnann Report
speaks teethe basic principle of pro-
Ouctivity: Pend money where it will
2et the roost results. Among the
Pleischrnann recommendations are

reducing nohleaching expenses, ire

Creasing the ratio of paraprofessionals
to teachers, and cutting back on sal-
ery inoranlents for course credits that
ec not improve teaching. The principle

is si niple, but it runs counter to the
budget praeti ces and policies of most
Chol seeteres, including New York

City ts, Tele ciey education budget
Process is a classic case of "incre-
rnental budgeting," in which each

fear's expenditures are carried for-
Ward to the n ext year with amounts
edded ta Pay tor increased costs and

Peer program S.
Ion gas there was money to pay

for the ;released costs there was lit-
lie pressure to change this system,
no reatter hoev waSteful some of the

eon tout gig expenditures might have
been. When rnoney was no longer
available in the oily to pay even for
the increased cost of old programs,
let alone neve, programs, this aPproach
ran into trouble. By the early 1970s,
prevarnsaned services were beginning
lo be cut bee ause, even though t he
total budget vas increasing by $200-

$300 rni am" ually, the costs were

increasi rig even faster, and there was
not enoUgh revenue to cover theM.
Parent and c ivic groups began tie
grumble that "we are paying more and

getting less:
the matter came to a head in the

1975.76 school year when the mayor's
"crisis" budget provided no additional
funds over the p revious year. Since
the cost of old prOgrarns went up over

$20e mil lien -and there was no added
revenue to pey for the increase, the

system Ws thrown into confusion. No
priceritie5 had been set on how to

spend the limited money available.
The Board ol Education decided to

cut 'classleorn services. Some think

this wes a deliberate strategy to stim-
ulate support for more funds: others
think it was the normal bureaucratic
behavicr of cutting those expenses
most remote from the central decision-
makers. Whatever the motivation, the
resu Its were disastrous for the quality
of education.

As a result of this experience, the
city's educational community became
much more aware of priorities. When
the chancellor requested an increaSe
of $435 mil lio n f Or its next budget in
1976-77, following the same -in-
cremental- approach as had always

been used, the city's leading civic and
parent groups formed a coalition
called the Educational Priorities Panel
to press the board to shift its priorities
and use available funds for the most
productive purposes.

Despite resistance from many at the
centra I board who felt their jobs were
threatened, t he panel's first effort pro-
duced a shift of S5 million from cen-
tral ad m in ist ration to the classroom.
Simile rly, the panel suggested savings
in pup il transportation and school
leases. Finally, the panel tackled the
ticklish issue of the teachers contract
and urged that funds set aside for in-
creases in teacher salaries and bene-
fitsalready at a level above the
averages for other systems in the
metropolitan areabe used instead to
preserve current jobs and services.

When fighting for productivity, ene
must expect conflict between those
who h ave a stake in productivity--
the "clients" and "taxpayers"and
forces having other primary interests.
The work of the panel has met with
expected resistance. Nonetheless, the
Board of Education has now agreed
that a priority approach in budgeting
is needed. With the help of the ECo-

nornic Development Council, the
board arranged a weekend "retreat"
to study priorities, and Deputy Chart-

ed' or Bernard Gifford has advocated
a syst em of "zero-based budgeting,"
which attempts to escape from the
"incremental" approach by requiring
each unit or bureau to justify al/ of
its expenditures.

The idea cf priority budgeting
is baeically sound, but care must be

1

taken net to let it become another
bureaucratic boondoggle. Zero-leaeed
budgeting in a large organization an

produce so muCh paperwork ancl so
Many meetings that the process it-
self becomes unproductive end the
accountability that it is se Posed to
promote gets lost in the bureaucratic
labyrinth, The principle is sireiple,
and it should be kept that way; %Pend
the money where it will do the rne
good. If the information needed to
decide the most Productive use tif
f unds becomes too complex for etrn.
ple resolution it is probably a
that the aim should be simplified or

delegated to a level where people ean
the responsibility for decision-Making

see the choices more clean)'-
Oflevvayto irierease prod uothety in

IDPOrt services, such an
curriculum development, school
unch es, and tronSportation, rhight be

to discontinue the automatic hucdget
allocations to tne central bureat-icracy
for Providing these services. Instead
the funds vveUld be allocated to the
corereunity districts and individual
hig h %Chools, allowing them to our,
chase the services directly either

front the central hoard or from Ntsid e
contractors, such as universitiee, food
caterers, and consulting feels. Such e
conlPet itive syStern could introduce
an element of aCCOuntability aln'toet

ligement le which central officials
lacking under the currentatortraalll

decide for therliselves how 5uPool-t
services should he provided, how
much should be eeent on them, ahd
how, ifteadt .all, they should be

The same tech reque could b Liaed

in all ocating funds and accountability

e

frO m district to Individual schools end
even from sc heels to individual teach-
er5 (e.g., for the Purchase of blase_

room supplies, which some teaehers

claicheaper

from)

they con gtth:cocirunicekrecraenridd

m
than from the central Bureau of

Su pplies).

Collect tve Bargaining

-The eieisehroann Report had raw
tivelY little to say about reforming

13



collective bargaining; Its three major
poi eta were made in the con text of its
recorrirriendation for tul I state furi'ling:
(1) state-level bargaining, (2) rpgiOnal
salary scales, and (3) balancing
teacher benefits against "productivity
gains:

The col-I-mission did riot deal With
sorne Of the major problems of PUbf ic-
sector collective bargai ning, such as
its lack of the kind of economic d is-.
cipline that bri ngs prod uctivity con-
cerns into private-sector bargaini
and the political nature of the bar-
gaining process. When public officials
are politically accounta ble to the
union With which they are supposed
to be bargaining, the entire process is
a charade, using the terminology and
dramatic tra pp ingS Of collective bar_
gaining but not involving any real
-bargaining" between adversaries.

The experience of the past year in
New York Ci ty has brought these
problems to the fore. The budget
crisis and the need to reorder priori-
ties should have brought about a dif-
ferent approach to the contract sego.

,L,J,E-11?, cat 1976. -nit
mayor had a ou riced-a wage-freeze;.:.
and many people assumed that avail-
able funds would be used to saN./e
essential school services rather than
for salary increases. As the summer
progressed, however, it appeared
that, as in the past, fund s had already
been set aside for teach er sa lary
creases as a result of private dis-
cussions between the union and the
city administration before the wage
freeze was announced. -The union ap_
parentlY expected this 1)01i-twat ar-
rangernent to be I ived uo to, 'The
Board of Education reports that it
was instructed by the city adroinistra_
flan to bargain on the basis of "past
pOlicies and practices." including
the PaYment of the -automatic" sal-
ary increases that had been in the
previous contract as wel I as new in-
creases resulting from the nego-
tiations.

The saga of the current LIFT con-
tract is long and tollUOLIS. One high-
light cal the iSsue of productivity is
that the teachers vvere given their
"autornatic raises," Which averaged
over $1.000 for about hal f the teach-

._
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ing staff, end thousands of lovver
seniority teachers vvere iaid off. The
Board qf EdUCOtiOn else awarded

$750 and $1.500 -longevity increases,-
which vvero blocked only because the
Emergency Financi al Control Board
intervened and refused to approve
the Proposed con tract. Only when
the EFOB finally made it clear late
in August 1976 that productivity had
t 0 be aChi eyed Without reduction in
services d id so rneth ing approaching
management arid productivity begin
to come into the Picture.

Pe rhspa more signi ficant than the
questionable contract decisions was
t he lack of accountability of the offi-
cials making them. The issues were
kept secret. -The board and the un ion
co°Perted tegiVe t he news media and
the Nilotic the irnpression that salary
increases were not an issue. The pub-
lic did not 'ear° that substantial in-
creases were involved until the EFCB
refused to accegt the proposed con-
tract in October 1975, on the grounds
that it Would add more than $100
million to the annual education
budget. Then the discussions went
underground. agairvfor
of political maneuvering. By the surn-
me r Of 1976, the issue rose again,
when City officialS had to decide
whether to allocate $48 million in the
new budget to salary increase3 or to
save jobs and educational programs .
lt was a decisio n Of great, importance
not only tor the welfare of the city's
school ehi Oren but also for the city's
fiscal future, Yet the public had no op-
portunitv to let elected officials know
itS view5 beCause it was not aware
that the issue e7(istecl until the Edu-

i°hal Priorities Panel held a press
conference on August 24, 1976, and
the ERCE rgised the issue-with the
Board of Education on August 26.

Poblic.seotor bargai ning is in an
arena in which publi c policy decisions
are made shout how to alloc ate public
funds, and the public has as much
.need to demand accoontabil ily in
these decisions as it has in the rest of
the budget process. Reform of col-
lective b ergo; nog to achieve greater
accountabi lity is essential for achiev-
ing inereased productivity because
so ma nY deCisions affecting produo-

1

tivity aro made at the bargaining
table, and neither the union nor the
bureaucracy can be expected to have
productivity as a prime interest. In-
deed, on the basis of experience they
can be expqcted to be "in bed to-
gether- on many issues affecting the
public interest. Since parents and the
general public have a real interest in
productivity, only when there is more
opportunity for the client voice to be
heard and heeded will productivity
have a strong advocate in the bar-
gaining process.

There are now the beginnings
across the country of a movement for
greater "public access" to public-
sector collective bargaining. The spe-
cific reforrns needed to provide such
access have not yet been well formu-
lated, Sorrie people advocate public
hearings on union demands or on
proposed sett! ements. Others advo-
cate formal ratification of proposed
contracts by a city council or perhaPs
parent or community school district
councils. Some call for parent repre-
sentation at the bargaining table it-
self. Some say the whole idea is irn-
pos_sible,,since effective collective
bargaining must be Seeret and bi-
twe en two parties only. But the ex-
perience of community school board
participation in New York City, al-
though still in its infancy, has shown
that it can work within limits. The
need for a stronger consumer voice,
prepared to present the case for pro-
ductivity, is urgently needed.

Back to Basics

Productivity is meaningless without
defining the results desired. The
Fleischmann Commission character-
ized the goals of education in con-
ventional terms; skill in oral and Writ-
ten communication, critical thinking.
basic mathematical skills, powers of
reason, knowledge of history, science,
geography, art, music, and literature.

If such academic goals were
antithetical to valuable social and Psy-
chological goals, we might have to
choose between putting resources
into teaching reading or into teaching
self-confidence or creativity. But there
is no evidence-that these goals con-



flict, It is difficult to help child ren de-
: velop self-confidence or creativity if
t they are nOt reeking reasonable
progress in their intellectual t raining.

There are ways of teaching academic
subjects that stifle creativity and self-
confidence, Out such approaches are
not likely to be effective even for
achieving strictly academic goals-

The Fleischrnann Commission's
emphasis on the basics is healthy and
ean help both the schools and the
public keep their focus on solid re-
sults when they press for greater pro-
ductivity. There are problems, of
course, with the instruments for
Measuring aeadern ic achievement.
but the goal of better academic
achievement is quite compatible with
other important educational goals-
Indeed, academic achievement is a
practical, a lbeit rough, measure of
general school performance. A school
that is doing a good job of academic
training is also likely to be effective
with other i mOortant school goals.
VVithout a focus on academic achieve-
ment. there is too much danger that
greater productivity will be defined
simply as increased services, staff,
expenditures, or activities without
showing how these factors are re-
lated to greater learning.

The Police Responsiboity for
Increating Vroductivity

Productivity in education has not
been given a high priority by those
who make t he decisions in t he New
York City school system. Nonetheless,
despite the formidable obstacles to
increased productivity, there are op-
portunities lor overcoming them. Para-
doxically, the fiscal crisis itself offers
one such opportunity. It has brought
home to the public that increased
productivity ie not just sorneth ing for
business and taxpayer groups to
grumble about; it is a necessity for
the survival of the city.

Education is a particularly favor-
able area In Which to apply this new
approach. -Citizens are probably
more sensitive about education than
any other service they 'buy' from the
public sector with their tax dol tars,

They feel that if basic functions such
as education are not properly per-
formed, the whole rationale for men
to live in organized taxpaying units is
called into question." "

The bureaucracy, although usually
not result-oriented, has a new sense
of urgency. Individually, many officials
have been stimulated by the plight of
the city to seek ways of improving
services. Institutionally, many agen-
cies have sought ways to preserve
jciee and protect their own survival
by adjusting to the new demands for
productivity. The unions, Which in
many ways can block productivity
efforts most effectively, are not in-
herently opposed to them- Their op-
position comes when productivity de-
cisions conflict with other interests
they may value mOre, Such as in-
creased salaries or the protection of
past contract gains. Where interests
intersect, unions need not oppose
productivity and can even help to
foster ft. In education, many et the
steps that might increase results,
such as better management, student
cooperation, or parent support, are
as much in the interests of teachers
as the conSUrner. Furthermore, mem-
bers of municipal unions are also
consumers, and at least those who
live in the city are beginning to see
that city labor policies that May help
therm as employees may hurt them as
consumers,

The Emergency Financial Control
Board, for the time being, offers a
special opportunity for increasing
productivity. Confronted with an ab-
solute budget ceiling, the oity's choice
of either cutting services or cutting
costs becomes much clearer. It be-
comes harder to play the old bureau-
cratic game of cutting high-priority
services, while maintaining unprod
live expenditures, in the hope ej
stimulating support for incre ased
funds.

The Control Board's ruling that in-
creased salaries and benefits must be
paid for by productivity savings, with-
out reducing services, provides an
important now dynamic, if honestly
applied. VVhile unions may bargain for
salary increases and practices that
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have the effect of decreasing produc-
tivity, the EFCB's productivity re-
quirement forces unions to choose
whicri they value more. In order to
gain salary increases a union may
agree to the elinneation of the unpro-
ductive practice or expenditure.

In the end, however, we must not
come to depend upon a powerful,
outside "supergovernment" like the
EFCB. Such a body cannot be ex-
pected to intervene on a broad
enough Scale Or over a long enough
period of time to complete the hard
task of getting productivity in gov-
ernment. As the C ED points out,
"productivity is noi a technique or
specific innovatioe, but rather a con-
cept or way of doi rig business that
stresses higher overall performance
at minimum cost,- ft earl be obtained
only by continuing "political pressure
for productivity oh top elected
officials."

A community gets the quality of
education for which it is will ing to
work and fight. -The responsibility
for lack of interest in productivity
lies in large measure& with the pub-
lic"o- New Yorkers should start de-
mand ing the cOrnrnit ment to more
educational results for the dollars they
spend of every candidate for public
office, from COnlrnun ity school board
member to governor_ We have to learn
what productivity is and what is
needed to bring it about. Vie must in-
sist that relevant information be made
available to the public, so we will
know when important dec isions affect-
ing productivity are being made and
who can be held accountable for mak-
ing them. And we rnust be prepared
to show our displeas ure al the ballot
box with those offi cials who do not
make productivity a high priority. "In
the end, government responds to what
voters and citiZens demand of
If New Yorkers dernand quality in their
public schools, the c ity once again
cou Id lead the nation io urban edu-
cation.

David S. Seeley, Director
Public Education '41ssociation
Adele Spier, Lecturer
John Jay College
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